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ABSTRACT OF THESIS

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to determine the effect of word
processing on students' composition when used as a tool in the revision/editing
stages of the writing process.

Procedure: Two experimental groups were established; Group A Computer,
Group B No Computer. For each group, the generic method of teaching writing
remained the same. Group A, however, was able to use the microcomputer in
editing their work; Group B was not. Final essays were scored by independent
raters and the data were analyzed by the use of the independent 1-test. A Pearson
product -moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess interrater
reliability.

Conclusion: This study suggests there is a significant positive difference in
student writings when the microcomputer is used as a word processor in the
revision/editing stages of writing.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Computer technology has now penetrated many aspects of our society,
including our school systems. Computerized applications have been
developed to teach and aid in the instruction of virtually every subject offered,
and new curricula have been designed to incorporate these applications. How
well are the computerized methods working? And more specifically, for the
purpose of this paper, how well does word processing fare with the traditional
classroom instruction in the teaching of the writing process?
Although it may be too early to determine the long term consequence of
microcomputers in the classroom, it is the purpose of this paper to begin to
explore and collect data in response to these questions which will ultimately
serve as guidelines in future issues of educational accountability and funding.

Significance of Study
Several studies have been done in the past few years in an attempt to
determine what the effects of word processing are on the student writer. None
have conclusively shown that there is a significant difference between the
quality of a student's writing with and without the aid of a word processor.
The recommendations and reflections of each study show that a major
drawback may be that young students lack the keyboarding skills necessary to
be fluent in word processing.

It is for this reason that this study has been limited to the revision/editing

stages of the writing process. By controlling the unstable variable of
keyboarding skills, a more valid assessment of the role of word processing in
students' writing perhaps could be obtained. Teachers can use this knowledge
to plan word processing computer activities to enhance writing skills.

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM & SUPPORTING HYPOTHESES

The Problem
The research in word processing is not conclusive. One problem may have
been the keyboarding skills of students. What, if any, are the educational
benefits of using word processing in the revision/editing stages of teaching
elementary writing? Are there differences between the quality and quantity of
the student's revision/editing skills with and without the use of the
microcomputer as a word processor?

Purpose
The purpose of this study has been to investigate the revision/editing
process in a word processing vs. a nonword processing environment.
Specifically, this study is designed to determine if scores reflecting content of
ideas, content of organization, mechanics of grammar/syntax, punctuation,
capitalization, and lengths of writing improve when word processing is used

in the revision/editing stages of writing. The following hypotheses were
posed as the basis for this study:
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Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in the content of ideas of
their writings when compared to students using the traditional means of pencil
and paper in the revision/editing stages of writing.

Hypothesis 2: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in the content of
organization of their writings when compared to students using the traditional
means of pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of writing.

Hypothesis 3: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in utilizing the
mechanics of grammar and syntax in their writings when compared to students
using the traditional means of pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of
writing.

Hypothesis 4: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in utilizing the
mechanics of punctuation in their writings when compared to students using
the traditional means of pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of
writing.

Hvpothesis 5: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in utilizing the
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mechanics of capitalization in their writings when compared to students using
the traditional means of pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of
writing.

Hypothesis 6: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in utilizing the
mechanics of spelling in their writings when compared to students using the
traditional means of pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of writing.

Hypothesis 7: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in the number of words
per entire writing when compared to students using the traditional means of
pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of writing.

Hypothesis 8: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in the average words per
sentence when compared to students using the traditional means of pencil and
paper in the revision/editing stages of writing.

Hypothesis 9: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no total overall significant difference in their
writings (as measured by the cumulative results from testing hypotheses one
through six) when compared to students using the traditional means of pencil
and paper in the revision/editing stages of w1iting.
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Assumptions
It is assumed that keyboarding skills are necessary for successful computer
use in the teaching of writing skills. It is also assumed that the quality of
instruction given to both groups was consistent and equal.

Limitations
Two classes were used for this study rather than one large class.
Although pretesting and writing instructions were given as identically as
possible by the same teacher, it should be noted that they were given at
different times . The Computer group was pretested and instructed during the
Spring of 1987. The traditional group was pretested and instructed during the
Fall of 1987. Although the Spring group was, on the average, a half a year
older than the Fall group at the time of testing, it was assessed through teacher
observation and statistically documented through the analysis of the pretest
that the groups were equal in ability. One speculation for this was that the Fall
group had been using a Total Language approach to reading and writing the
preceeding year while the Spring group had been limited to basal instruction in
reading.
While differences in the classes were equated to overall writing ability,
individual differences were not addressed.

5

Definitions
Content of Ideas - Includes such elements as creative, perceptive, reflective, or
inquiring writing.
Content of Organization - Includes such elements as logical, orderly and
planned writing.
Editing - minor altering of a small amount of text; proofreading for the
correction of mechanics.
Formatting - adjusting the layout or look of the text using margins, spacing,
boldface or underline features.
Holistic Scoring - a guided procedure for scoring or ranking written
expression for the prominence of certain features important to the kind of
writing under consideration.
Revision - major altering of text; the addition or deletion of phrases, sentences,
and/or paragraphs.
Syntax - the organization and relationship of word groups, phrases, clauses,
and sentences; sentence structure.
Word Processor - A computer when it is used for word processing. When a
word processing program is loaded into a microcomputer, the computer
becomes a word processor.
Word Processing - The process of using a computer program to aid in the
writing process.
Word Processing Program - The computerized software program which
allows the user to compose, edit, format, and print text. For the purpose
of this study, the AppleWorks program was used.
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Summary of Chapter 1

This study investigates the role of word processing as an instructional tool
in the revision/editing stages of the writing process. The research thus far in
word processing has been inconclusive. One problem may have been that
students lack the keyboarding skills necessary to be as proficient with word
processing as they are with printed or script handwriting. It is for this reason
that this study was limited to the revision/editing stages of writing. Nine
comparative hypotheses were generated and stated in the null form.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Personal computers in the field of Education are the fastest growing use of
microcomputers in America. John Eckhouse (1988) reports that ninety-eight
percent of all U.S. public school districts now use microcomputers in the
curriculum.
It is not surprising then, that research data is beginning to be available about
children, computers, and the writing process. The lack of keyboarding skills
the students possess, however, appears to be one of the critical and crippling
factors in elementary studies reviewed; thus perhaps obscuring any real
measureable gains the word processor may be able to give over the traditional
means of writing with pencil and paper.
Diaute (1985) states that: "In a study of 11 - 12 year old writers, I found
that my students could write more words by hand in 15 minutes than they
could with the computer, even after using it for only six months." Lowd
(1982) found that it may take an average student more than an hour to type in
a page which could have been written by hand in less than half that time.
Miller (1987), found that after eight to ten weeks of keyboarding skills
for forty minutes daily, his students were able to type an average of 26
words per minute with two errors or less. If the ability to type 40 words per
minute is considered poor to low average minimum requirements for a
typist, then perhaps a year's worth of keyboarding must be taught to have
students write with the fluency required to m eet the high expectations that
computer using educators believe can be possible when the student writer is
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exposed to word processing.
Hofmeister (1984) lists two common problems of microcomputer
applications in the classroom as equipment and typing skills. He predicts that
a lack of familiarity with the keyboard will limit students' participation in word
processing and further elaborates: "Typing presents problems for

all computer users. We will have to rethink the place of typing in the
curriculum." (pg. 2-14)
Wetzel (1985) states that even though students and teachers worked
diligently with enthusiasm on a computers-in-composition program, the
program "floundered". The students neither revised more nor wrote more
using a word processor than they did with pencil and paper. Again, the
greatest prohibiting factor here being given as insufficient keyboarding skills.
Still, teacher enthusiasm for word processing in the classroom remains
high. Papert (1980) observes that when writing by hand students find
rewriting so laborious that the first draft is often the fmal copy. This he says,
changes "dramatically" when students have access to word processing.
Solomon (1986) also found this to be true: "With a word processor rough
drafts become fmal drafts without any need for the student to copy over what
was good to begin with" (pg.3).
A second crippling factor in elementary studies of word processing and the
student writer has been identified as the ratio of computers to
students. Emily Schanck (1986), utilizing only one computer in her fourth
grade class of twenty-two students, found no significant differences between
the editing and revision done with and without the computer. She
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recommends for future studies that students be given additional time to type
and familiarize themselves with the computer keyboard, and that more than
one computer be used.
Solomon (1986), acknowledges the problem of limited access to computers
in the following statement:
As long as our access to computers is limited, we must take care
that we use these machines for kinds of teaching that can't be just as
well accomplished with blackboards and workbooks - that we use our
computers to teach skills and concepts a computer is uniquely suited to
teach. (pg.21)
And many educators agree that word processing is one of the more appropriate
applications of the microcomputer in the curriculum and the
applicative level at which the average person will experience personal
computers. Bork (1985) expresses that word processing will very likely
become universal in our society, and argues for both computer literacy and
keyboarding skills to be taught early in the curriculum.
There have been many articles written, which have given the
microcomputer credit as a valuable tool in the writing process. Indeed,
many educators who work with computers have voiced that there are
immediate and obvious benefits in using the microcomputer in the
classroom. Littlefied (1983) interviews teachers and fmds that of these
benefits they appreciate the instant feedback given to the students, the less
need to interact with the teacher, and the computer's endless patience.
Branan (1984) interviews James Howard, senior associate of the Council for
Basic Education and author of Writing to Learn. He is quoted as saying:

10

"My word processor is a tremendous asset. I can put a statement on the
screen, look at it and see if it's what I really mean. It helps me pull out what's
in my mind. I think it will help the kids in school, too" (pg.22).
Other incentives to utilize the computer as a word processor remain very
real but less tangible. Perhaps it can best be summarized in the words of
Susan Whisenhand, (1986): "Computers process not only words, but
thoughts and ideas in ways that seem ahnost magical. Paragraphs, sentences
and words shift, move, disappear and reappear with a rapidity that is
astounding to the human mind" (pg.5).

Summary of Chapter 2
In summary it appears that students' lack of keyboarding skills has limited

previous research fmdings. Three researchers list keyboarding skills as the
number one obstacle in their failing to conclusively show that computer word
processing activities improve students writing and many other authors
emphasize the growing need for keyboarding skills to be taught early in the
curriculum.
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Chapter 3

PROCEDURES
Description of Sample
This study was limited to a sample of 48 fourth grade students at New
Hope Elementary School, Thornton, Ca. This study was done over a two
year period using 24 students the first year and 24 students the second year for
a total of 48 students. New Hope School is a rural K-8 school within the one
school district of New Hope. The total school population is 200 students,
consisting mainly of students from a low socio-economic background
including Hispanic students with limited English proficiency. Twenty one of
the forty eight children in this study, (or 44%), were Hispanic limited English
speaking.

Design of the Study
This study was designed to be comparative in nature. Two groups were .
established using 24 of the fourth grade class of the Spring of 1987
(Group A) and 24 of the fourth grade class of the Fall of 1988 (Group B).
Neither group had had any previous experience with word processing. Both
groups were first pretested with a fourth grade writing proficiency exam
designed by New Hope School District for its unique population of students.
The test was given in order to deterimine if there were significant differences
in writing ability between the groups.
Group A was taught writing skills utilizing the microcomputer as a word
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processor in the revision/editing stages of writing during the Spring semester
of 1987. Group B was taught writing skills utilizing only pencil and paper
during the Fall semester of 1987.
For both groups, each student received a minimum of 12.6 hours of
writing instruction and practice before the fmal assessment was taken.
This breaks down into two 45 minute periods of direct instruction per week
and two 45 minute periods of revision/editing per week per student for seven
weeks (See appendix A page 49 for format and method). The total time
allotted for each group was nine weeks; this included one week for pretesting,
seven weeks of instruction, and one week for posttesting.
Group A did their pre writings and first writings by handwriting on paper.
Then stories were keyboarded in, exactly as they were written, by an
instructional aide. The stories were then stored on a data disk. Group A then
did the revision/editing themselves on the computer utilizing the AppleWorks
word processing program. The children were encouraged to help each other
and share their stories during this revision/editing stage.
The revision/editing process was done in New Hope School's computer
lab which is housed within the school's library. The total ratio of students per
computer was three to one. However Group A was divided into three sections
for the revision/editing so that the working ratio of students to computers was
one to one.
Group B, traditional writing, did their prewritings, first writings, and
subsequent editing and revision by handwriting, utilizing only paper and
pencil. They were also encouraged to help each other and share their stories
during the revision/editing stage.
The finished writings for Group B were then entered on the word
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processor by an instructional aide. No changes were made in the text. This
process was to insure that the later evaluations of the writings would not
reflect irrelevant factors such as format or penmanship differences that might
confound the data between the two groups. In addition the evaluators did not
know which papers were written by the students utilizing either the word
processing or the penciVpaper method to avoid any expectation biases.

Pretest: Comparison Between Groups:
The New Hope School District fourth grade proficiency exam in writing
was administered to both groups as a pretest to assess for any initial
significant differences between the two groups. This proficiency exam was
chosen a premeasure of writing ability since it was one of the factors
considered for retention or promotion for this sample of students. It consists
of twenty multiple choice questions which tests students for their ability to
comprehend and correctly apply the concepts of punctuation, grammar &
syntax, spelling, capitalization and organization of ideas. These exams were
scored by a simple percent of items correct.
An independent 1-test was calculated for these scores. There were no scores

available for one student in Group A and one student in Group B. The value
of 1 was +.042 (df=44) which indicated no significant difference at the .05
level. It was therefore concluded that there were no significant differences in
writing ability between the two groups at the onset of the study. (See Table 1,
page 15.)
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Table 1

Comparison of Writing Ability Between Two Treatment Groups at Onset of
Study

Mean

S.D.

n

Group A

68.48

20.14

23

Group B

68.26

14.58

23

t-Value*

+.042

*ns

Evaluation Procedures
As recommended by the California State Department of Education, (and
currently practiced by many school districts for proficiency examinations), a
summation of analytical and holistic scoring was used. (See Appendix B,
page 33.)
On a rating scale of 1-5, each paper was critically evaluated for the content
of ideas, organization, and the mechanics of syntax and grammar,
punctuation, capitalization and spelling. One third of the total score was given
to content; two-thirds to mechanics. While this may initially seem an unfair
weighting of content vs. mechanics, it is important to consider that the
mechanics are the traditional skills emphasized and taught in the primary and
intermediate curriculum. In addition, the holistic scoring gives consideration
to the paper which may have a number of technical errors, but
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may use a more advanced vocabulary and style of literary delivery than the
comparative group.
In the support of Hypotheses 7, and 8; (no significant differences between

the lengths of the writings between groups A and B), each paper was also
analyzed for the number of words per writing (excluding the title), the number
of sentences per writing, and the average number of sentences per writing.

Interrater Reliability
Two raters were used to evaluate the writing of both groups. Both raters
were trained by the school district and experienced in assessing language
ability and fluency. The raters were also specifically trained to use the writing
proficiency scale designed by the researcher. This scale was developed using
ideas from the National Council of the Teachers of English (Judine 1975),
The California State Department of Education (Nemetz 1986), and the New
Hope School District proficiency exam in writing.
Consistency and accuracy of rating was provided by training the raters
using trial data samples of students writings ranging from excellent to poor.
During this session the raters were instructed on what to look for and what
value was to be placed on specific skills. Sample writings were given
independently to each rater and results of ratings compared. Raters achieved
consistency of trial samples. Both raters then scored all papers.

Statistical Procedures
A Pearson product-moment correlation was computed to determine the
degree of correlation between the raters. The value of r was +.81 which is

16

statistically significant at the .Ollevel. It was therefore concluded that there
existed a high level of consistency between the raters and that the subsequent
scoring of the student compositions may be considered adequately valid for
the purposes of this study.
The scores were then used to test each of the nine hypotheses with a
Students' !-distribution to determine if there was a significant difference in the
writings between the groups. The .05 level of significance was assumed for
rejecting the null hypotheses.

Ancillary Observations
Both groups tended to edit (proofread for mechanical erros) more than they
revised (deleted or inserted words, phrases, or sentences). Errors of
punctuation and spelling were corrected more often than errors of grammatical
and syntactical usage. Changes that affected the content of student writings
were the least seldom made.
It was observed that children writing on the computer revised and edited
their work in a different manner than students revising and editing by hand.
The computer group would often add on more sentences after checking for
mechanical errors while the traditional group would more often check for
mechanical errors and then recopy without adding more sentences.
Although both groups were encouraged to share and exchange ideas
during the peer editing process, the computer group seemed to be able to
accomplish this with a relatively greater ease and also appeared to be more
spontanious in the reading and critiquing of each other's papers. It is
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assumed that being able to easily view each other's work on an upright
monitor (vs. a paper at a desk) was responsible for the apparent increased
interaction between students.
Differences in the way high and low achievers worked on the computers
was also apparent. The low achievers tended to delete everything they had
initially written and start over from scratch. High achievers tended to finish
early and then spend time "drawing" designs on their papers utilizing the word
processing program in a playful way. These designs and playful additions to
the students writings were not measured in this study.

Summary of Chapter 3
Two comparative groups were established in a word processing vs. a
nonword processing environment with a sample of 24 students in each group.
Group A, the computer group was given instruction during the Spring
semester of 1987. Group B, the traditional group was given instruction
during the Fall semester of 1988. Two raters were trained especially for this
study and interrater reliability was established. Both raters scored all papers
from Group A and Group B. The groups' scores were then compared with the
aid of the Students' !-distribution for each hypothesis.
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Chapter 4

ANALYSIS OF DATA

Introduction
The analyses of the data regarding the effect of the microcomputer as a tool
in the revision/editing stages of writing are discussed as they relate to each of
the hypotheses of this study. The hypotheses were analyzed by the use of the
Student's !-distribution since interval data and small samples were under
consideration. Although it was assumed that word processing would have a
positive effect on students' writings, each of the nine hypotheses is stated in
the null form to facilitate statistical procedure. A level of .05 significance was
assumed for rejecting the hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in the content of ideas of
their writings when compared to students using the traditional means of pencil
and paper in the revision/editing stages of writing.
In order to test this hypothesis a 1-test was performed. The scores that
students received for content of ideas were the dependent variables. The
calculated value for 1 was + .540 (df=46) which is not significant at the .05
level for an independent !-test. Hypothesis one, therefore, was not rejected. It
was concluded that neither word processing nor handwriting during the
revision/editing stages of writing produced improved or higher rated content
of ideas of student writings.
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Hypothesis 2: Students using word processing in the revision editing

stages of writing will show no significant differences in the content of
organization of their writings when compared to students using the traditional
means of pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of writing.
In order to test this hypothesis a 1-test was performed. The scores that

students received for content of organization were the dependent variables.
The calculated value for 1 was + 1.202 (df=46) which is not significant at the
.05 level for an independent 1-test. It was concluded that neither word
processing nor handwriting in the revision/editing stages of writing produced
improved or higher rated content of organization in student writings.

Hypothesis 3: Students using word processing in the revision/editing

stages of writing will show no significant differences in the utilizing
mechanics of grammar and syntax in their writings when compared to students
using the traditional means of pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of
writing.
In order to test this hypothesis a 1-test was performed. The scores that the

students received for mechanics of grammar and syntax were the dependent
variables. Hypothesis three was rejected at the .05 level of significance. The
result of the 1-test was a value of +2.03 (df=46). It was concluded that using
word processing in the revision/editing stages of writing significantly
improves the mechanics of grammar and syntax of student writings when
compared to revision/editing done by the traditional means of pencil and paper
only. (See Table 2 page 21.)
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Table 2

Analysis of Hypothesis 3;
Mechanics of Grammar

Mean

S.D.

n

Group A

6.88

2.21

24

Group B

5.79

1.38

24

!-Value*
+2.03

*p<.05

Hypothesis 4: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in utilizing the
mechanics of punctuation in their writings when compared to students using
the traditional means of pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of
writing.
In order to test this hypothesis a !-test was performed. The scores that the
students received for mechanics of punctuation were the dependent variables.
Hypothesis four was rejected at the .05 level of significance. The result of the
!-test was a value for !_of +2.35 (df=46). It was concluded that using word
processing in the revision/editing stages of writing significantly improves the
mechanics of punctuation of student writings when compared to
revision/editing done by the traditional means of pencil and paper only. (See
Table 3 page22.)
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Table 3

Analysis of Hypothesis 4;
Mechanics of Punctuation

Mean

S.D.

Group A

6.88

1.73

24

Group B

5.57

1.56

24

n

1-Value*
+2.35

*p<.05

Hypothesis 5: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in utilizing the
mechanics of capitalization in their writings when compared to students using
the traditional means of pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of
writing.
In order to test this hypothesis a 1-test was performed. The scores that
students received for mechanics of capitalization were the dependent variables.
The calculated value for 1 was + 1.503 (df=46) which is not significant at the
.05 level of significance. It was concluded that neither word processing nor
handwriting during the revision/editing stages of writing produced improved
or higher rated mechanics of capitalization in student writings.

Hypothesis 6: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in utilizing the
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mechanics of spelling in their writings when compared to students using the
traditional means of pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of writing.
In order to test this hypothesis a !-test was performed. The scores the
students received for the mechanics of spelling were the dependent variables.
Hypothesis six was rejected at the .05 level of significance. The result of the
!-test was a value for 1 of +2.340 (df=46). It was concluded that using word
processing in the revision/editing stages of writing significantly improves the
mechanics of spelling of student writings when compared to revision/editing
done by the traditional means of pencil and paper only. (See Table 4 on this
page.)

Table 4
Analysis of Hypothesis 6;
Mechanics of Spelling

Mean

S.D.

n

!-Value*

Group A

8.38

1.09

24

+2.340

Group B

7.25

2.09

24

*p<.05

Hypothesis 7: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in the number of words
per entire writing when compared to students using the traditional means of
pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of writing.
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In order to test this hypothesis a t-test was performed. The number of
words per entire writing the students wrote were the dependent variables.
Hypothesis 7 was rejected at the .01 level of significance. The result of the!test was a value for 1 of +2.832 (df=46). It was concluded that using word
processing in the revision/editing stages of writing significantly increases the
the number of words per entire writing in student writings when compared to
revision/editing done by the traditional means of pencil and paper only. (See
Table 5 this page.)

Table 5
Analysis of Hypothesis 7:
Number of Words per Entire Writing

Mean

S.D

n

t-Value*

Group A

88.33

35.56

24

+2.832

Group B

71.96

26.06

24

*p<.Ol

Hypothesis 8: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no significant differences in the number of average
words per sentence when compared to students using the traditional means of
pencil and paper in the revision/editing stages of writing.
In order to test this hypothesis a !-test was performed. The number of
average words per sentence the students wrote were the dependent
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variables. The calculated value of 1 was +.957 (df::::46) which is not
significant at the .05 level for an independent 1-est. Hypothesis eight,
therefore, was not rejected. It was concluded that neither word processing nor
handwriting in the revision/editing stages of writing significantly increased the
number of average words per sentence in student writings.

Hypothesis 9: Students using word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing will show no overall significant difference in their writings
when compared to students using the traditional means of pencil and paper in
the revision/editing stages of writing.
In order to test this hypothesis a 1-test was performed. The total scores that

the students received were the dependent variables. Hypothesis 9 was rejected
at the .05 level of significance. The result of the !-test was a value for 1 of
+2.234 (df=46). It was concluded that using word processing in the the
revision/editing stages of writing significantly improves student writings when
compared to revision/editing done by the traditional means of pencil and paper
only. (See Table 6 page 26.)
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Table 6
Analysis of Hypothesis 9;
Total Scores

Mean

S.D

n

1-Value*

Group A

20.23

4.15

24

+2.235

Group B

17.71

3.67

24

*p<.05

Summary of Chapter 4
Each hypothesis was analyzed utilizing the Student's 1-distribution. No
noted differences were found in the content of ideas (hypothesis 1) or the
content of organization (hypothesis 2) between the computer group utilizing
word processing in the revision/editing stages of the writing process and the
traditional group which was limited to pencil and paper only in the
revision/editing process of writing.
Significant differences favoring word processing were observed in the
mechanics of grammar and syntax (hypothesis 3), punctuation (hypothesis 4 ),
and spelling (hypothesis 6). No differences were recorded in the area of
mechanics of capitalization, (hypothesis 5).
Analysis of hypothesis 7 showed that a significant difference in the lengths
of student writings when word processing is used in the revision/editing
stages of writing. However, no significant difference 'was shown for
hypothesis 8, the number of words per average sentence length. It

26

was concluded that while students using word processing wrote many more
words per entire writing, the average number of words per sentence length did
not differ significantly.
Hypothesis 9 showed that there was an overall significant positive
difference on student writings when word processing was used in the
revision/editing stage of the writing process. (See Table 7 below, for
summary of group differences.)

Table 7
Summary of Group Differences In Writing Ability:
Computer Group A

No Computer Group B

*1

Mean
5.54

S.D.
2.19

Mean
5.25

S.D.
1.59

t-Va1ue
+ .540

2

5.08

2.48

4.42

1.23

+ 1.202

3

6.88

2.21

5.79

1.38

+ 2.03 **

4

6.88

1.73

5.57

1.56

+ 2.353**

5

7.79

1.59

7.00

2.94

+ 1.503

6

8.38

1.09

7.25

2.09

+ 2.340* *

7

88.33

35.59

71.96

26.06

+ 2.832***

8

10.39

3.42

9.58

2.54

+ .957

9

20.23

4.15

17.71

3.67

+ 2.234**

*(Note: 1= Hypothesis 1, etc ...)
** - p < .05
***- p < .01
n = 24 for both groups
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Chapter 5
SUMMARY. CONCLUSIONS. RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary and Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to determine the effect of word processing
on students' composition when used as a tool in in the revision/editing stages
of writing. Two comparative groups with a sample size of 24 students each
were studied; Group A, which utilized word processing in the
revision/editing stages of writing, and Group B, the traditional group which
utilized only pencil and paper for the revision/editing stages of writing.
It was found that students utilizing word processing in the revision/editing
stages of writing rated higher on overall composition scores than those who
did not. They wrote more words per writing and wrote with fewer mechanical
errors. Specifically, students' writings improved significantly in the areas of
punctuation, spelling, and grammar and syntax.
It is assumed that the ease with which revision/editing can be accomplished
with a word processor is the major factor which contributed to these positive
fmdings. Students limited to the traditional means of revision/editing with
pencil and paper only were required to rewrite the entire draft for a perfect
paper while students utilizing word processing needed to only add or delete
words, phrases, or sentences to obtain a similar result.
Nonsignificant differences in this study were also recorded. It was found
that utilizing word processing in the revision/editing stages of writing did
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not significantly improve the content of the students' writings; neither in the
content of ideas nor in the content of organization. In addition, no differences
were found in the mechanics of capitalization and the average number of
words per sentence length.
Based upon all of the above findings, it can be concluded that combined
with traditional instruction, the microcomputer can be a valuable
tool when used as a word processor in the writing process.

Recommendations
Based upon the above summary and conclusions, the following
recommendations were made:
1). Design a study using two similar classes at the same time of the school
year.
2). Use standardized test measures to pre and post test.
3). Examine other grade levels for revision/editing effects of word
processmg.
4 ). Teach keyboarding skills prior to revision/editing and examine that effect.
5). Using the same group compare results from first allowing word
processing revision/editing and then repeating afterwards a similar assignment
not using word processing in revision/editing.
6). Use different word processing programs to determine ease of use for
children of this age.
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APPENDIX A
The POWER Process:
Gwen Solomon's "POWER" method of teaching writing was utilized.
POWER is an acronym that stands for five different steps in the writing
process: Prewrite, Organize, Write, Exchange, Revise.

Skill

Day of Week

Activity

Prewrite

1-Monday

Focus on idea.

Organize

1 -Monday

Organize
Thoughts.
Sequencing.

Write

1-Monday

Write first
draft.

Exchange

2 -Tuesday

Student/Peer
editing.

Revise

3 -Wednesday

Student
revision and
rewriting.

4 -Thursday

illustration of
stories.

5 -Friday

Group sharing
of stories.
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APPENDIX B

Student#
Group #
Rater:
Low

Hi h
I. CONTENT
a. Ideas

5

4

3

2

1

b. Organization

5

4

3

2

1

ll. MECHAN1CS
a. Grammar&
Syntax

5

4

3

2

1

b. Punctuation
c. Capitalization
d. Spelling

5
5
5

4
4
4

3
3
3

2
2
2

1
1
1

Total Score:

Number of words per writing:
Number of sentences per writing:
Average no. of words per sentence:
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Subscore

APPENDIX C
SAMPLE OF STUDENT WRITING WITH COMPUTER

The Two Man Band
One day two men were walking and they saw an instrument store. They
went inside and they bought two instruments.
One day the were playing their instruments and someone knocked on their
door. He wanted them to play in a band. Two months later they became
famous. After a long time they quit and went on doing other things. The two
men were the best band players. They loved to play their instruments.
One day they thought of playing in the band again but they never did and
they gave their instruments to their kids. Their kids play Rock music now.
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APPENDIX D

SAMPLE OF STUDENT WRITING WITHOUT COMPUTER

The Two Man Band
Once upon a time there were two old men that always played music. But
one day they saw a dog singing and so they dog naped the dog.
But one said now sing dog but the dog did not sing. One said we dog
naped this dog for nothing. Now what do we do with this ugly dog?
The next day at night the two men heard the dog howling and they woke
up. One said he's singing and the other said yes he is.
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